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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1-7, 12-19, 24, 25, 26-36, 40-48, 53-62, 66 and 67 rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 4,384,368 to Rosenfeldt et al. in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,901 ,557 to Martinez et al. Referring to claims 1 , 1 5, 26 and 
59, Rosenfeldt discloses a system for displaying chassis component information, 
comprising a chassis (1 ), a plurality of blades (1 5-1 8) each coupled to the chassis, each 
blade comprising a display (25) positioned upon the blade, the respective display 
operable to display chassis component information. See Figs. 1, 5 and 8 and the 
corresponding specification. Rosenfeldt does not specifically teach the display (25) of 
each blade being an LCD display, and the blades (15-18) being server blades for a 
server system. 

Martinez discloses a state/activity indication system using icons on an LCD (see 
electronic chassis (see Figs. 1 and 3B) comprising an LCD display (124) utilized in a 
variety of computer systems, wherein the computer systems include a headless server 
system (see col. 2, lines 17-23). Such headless server systems include the well known 
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bladed server arrangement. Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of the 
invention to apply the technique of utilizing LCD displays, as taught by Martinez, on 
blade server devices, to improve the system of Rosenfeldt for the predictable result of 
updating the system with blade servers having an easy to read LCD display on each 
blade servers in the computer system. See Dann v. Johnson, 425 U.S. 219,189 USPQ 
257 (1976) and Leapfrog Enterprises, Inc. v. Fisher-Price, Inc., -F3d-, 82USPQ2d 
1687 (Fed.Cir. 2007). 

Referring to claims 2 and 17, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez disclose the device 
as claimed, wherein the chassis component information comprises server blade 
information of the server blade upon which the respective LCD is positioned. See col. 
3, lines 3-8 of Rosenfeldt. 

Referring to claims 3, 4, 6, 18, 19, 27, 60 and 61, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez 
inherently disclose the device as claimed, since an IP (i.e., internet protocol) address, 
which acts as a locator for one IP device to find another IP device and interact with the 
same, is provided in any network system. Likewise, monitoring chassis component 
activity (e.g., processor speed) is also disclosed. See lines "Background" of Rosenfeldt. 

Referring to claim 5, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez disclose the device as 
substantially claimed, except for the LCD being operable to display the information in 
color. It is well known in the art of LCD devices to utilize a variety of colors, thus it 
would have been obvious to further modify Rosenfeldt to include colors in the display, 
since this would help to distinguish one error or status message from another. 
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Referring to claims 7 and 62, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez disclose the device 
as claimed, wherein the chassis component information comprises at least one of 
temperature information and voltage information. See col. 7, lines 25-35 of Martinez. 

Referring to claims 12, 17, 24 and 66, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez disclose the 
device as claimed, wherein each server blade further comprises a respective 
management processor (130) operable to drive the respective LCD, the management 
processor being operationally distinct from a main processor of the server blade such 
that the main processor may be inactive during operation of the respective LCD. See 
Fig. 1 of Martinez. 

Referring to claim 13, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez disclose the device as 
claimed, wherein each server blade further comprises a respective video output 
operable to output the chassis component information to an external display (not 
shown) and a respective management processor (130) operable to drive the respective 
video output, the respective management processor operationally distinct from a 
respective main processor of the server blade such that the respective main processor 
may be inactive during output of the chassis component information to the external 
display. See col. 3, lines 1-6 of Martinez. 

Referring to claims 14 and 67, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez disclose the device 
as substantially claimed, except for the LCD specifically comprising a viewing area of 
14mm x 1 1 mm. It would have been obvious, however, to one having ordinary skill in 
the art to provide a relatively small display with the dimensions as claimed on the 
bulkhead of Rosenfeldt. See Fig. 2 of Rosenfeldt. 
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Referring to claim 25, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez disclose the device as 
claimed, wherein the chassis blade inherently comprises a network interface card. See 
col. 2, lines 42-50. 

Referring to claims 28 and 29, Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez disclose the device 
as claimed, wherein the display device comprises at least one LED (28) and an LCD 
(25), respectively. See Fig. 1 of Rosenfeldt. 

Regarding claims 30-36, 40-49 and 53-62, the method steps are necessitated by 
the device structure as disclosed by Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez. 

Claims 8-1 1 , 20-23, 37-39, 50-52, 63-65 and 68-71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being obvious over Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez, and further in view of U.S. 
Patent Application Publication No. US2002/0084994 to Hansen. Rosenfeldt, as 
modified, discloses the system and corresponding method as claimed, including at least 
one server blade of inherently including chassis management operable to manage 
switch fabric of the chassis. See Figs. 1 and 7 of Martinez. Rosenfeldt, as modified, 
does not teach each server blade further comprising at least one control key associated 
with the LCD to enable operation control of at least one chassis component. 

Hansen teaches a front panel serial port user interface (28) in the form of an LCD 
with control keys (40) to control setup and power on an individual server blade (10). 
See Figs. 1-3 and paragraph 0021 . It would have been obvious to further modify the 
system and method of Rosenfeldt to include control key(s) for operational control of at 
least one chassis component on the server blade, as taught by Hansen, since the 
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device of Hansen would allow for specific control functions on each server blade 
individually. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed October 2, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Regarding applicants arguments on page 13 of the Remarks that 
Rosenfeldt in view of Martinez does not teach server blades, as stated in the rejection 
above, although Rosenfeldt does not specifically disclose "server" blades, the inserts or 
blades (15-18) of Rosenfeldt function in conjunction with the chassis (1) in the same 
manner as a blade, i.e., a user slides the insert into the chassis and (2) the inserts are 
provided in the stacked relationship in the chassis. 

Likewise, Martinez discloses a state/activity indication system using icons on an 
LCD (see electronic chassis (see Figs. 1 and 3B) comprising an LCD display (124) 
utilized in a variety of computer systems, wherein the computer systems include a 
headless server system (see col. 2, lines 17-23). Such headless server systems 
include the well known bladed server arrangement. As indicated previously, it would 
have been obvious at the time of the invention to apply the technique of utilizing LCD 
displays, as taught by Martinez, on blade server devices, to improve the system of 
Rosenfeldt for the predictable result of updating the system with blade servers having 
an easy to read LCD display on each blade servers in the computer system. See Dann 
v. Johnson, 425 U.S. 219,189 USPQ 257 (1976) and Leapfrog Enterprises, Inc. v. 
Fisher-Price, Inc., ~F3d~, 82USPQ2d 1687 (Fed. Cir. 2007). Therefore, the Examiner 
is not in agreement with Applicant's statement that "the differences between the claims 
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and the teachings in the art are great since the references fail to teach or suggest all of 
the claim elements." In the Examiner's view, the pending claims are a predictable 
variation of the art to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Rosenfeldt 
teaches a computer system with inserts, the inserts having display, but lacks the 
teaching of the display being an LCD display. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

In response to applicant's argument that Rosenfeldt and Martinez is 
nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
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applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem 
with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for 
rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the computer system of Rosenfeldt having inserts with a 
display on each insert and the teaching a specific kind of display (i.e., LCD) for an insert 
or blade is disclosed in the combination. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ANTHONY Q. EDWARDS whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2042. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jayprakash N. Gandhi can be reached on 571-272-3740. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/A. Q. EV 

Examiner, Art Unit 2835 

December 16, 2008 

/Jayprakash N Gandhi/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2835 



